NOBEL

favoured with recently, which become neither their author nor
the object of them. I shall therefore pass under review our recent
dealings with one another.

" When you first wrote to me in Petersburg, you gave me to
understand that the new explosive powder (chlorate powder) was
a fully worked-out invention, and that it was twenty times as
powerful as ordinary powder. I was asked to go to General
Totleben with this story, which I did, except that I had the
prudence to say that the powder was only eight times as strong.
At your request I then came to Sweden, and found that your
statements had been based upon an inconclusive experiment in
a lead pipe. The result was a complete fiasco, . . . This journey
itself proves that you had put aside all thoughts of glycerine
powder, and regarded it as impracticable, or not sufficiently
thought out. Meanwhile, in accordance with Ludwig's sensible
advice, I had decided not to discredit myself or us by rccom-
mendiftg chloric acid powder, and I began to work on pyro-glycerine
in Petersburg on my own account. I did in fact succeed in pro-
ducing astonishing results with experiments on a small scale under
water. This was effected by means of glass tubes, surrounded by
powder; Robert and Ludwig were present at the experiment,
and when I arrived it was repeated in your presence and Emil's.
... As the experiment had been so successful on a small scale,
it had been my intention to invite Totleben to be present at a
more elaborate experiment, whereupon the powder would probably
have been accepted. But just at the critical moment a further
letter arrived from you, with a new story about a powder that
was alleged to be twice as powerful as ordinary powder, and to
foul the gun only one-tenth as much. This letter contained a
request to me to return in order to look after the business.

" It turned out that this idea had been thought out as little
as the other* Even before I left, Emil had made the discovery
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